I riereby certify that this correspondence is being deposited with the U.S. Postal Service with sufficient 
postage as First Qass Mail, in an envelope addressed to: Attention: Board of Patent Appeals and 
Terences. Commissioner for Patents, Washington. DC 20231 . on the date shown below. 




Docket No.: 64098-0844 
(PATENT) 



IN THE UNITED STATES PATENT AND TRADEMARK OFFICE 



In re Patent Application of: 
Alfred Eckert 

Application No.: 09/701,910 
Filed: May 31, 1999 

For: Method & Device for Actuating a Brake System 
for Automotive Vehicles 



Group Art Unit: 3683 
Examiner: M. Graham 



APPELLANT'S SUPPLEMENTAL BRIEF ^gCEW 

OEC 1 6 2003 

GROUP 36 



Attention: Board of Patent Appeals and Interferences 

Commissioner for Patents 
Washington, DC 20231 



Dear Sir: 

This brief is in furtherance of the Notice of Appeal, filed in this case on September 
26, 2002, and is a supplement to the brief filed December 4, 2002. 

No fee is believed to be due with the filing of this Supplemental Brief. However, if 
any fees are due, they may be withdrawn from deposit account no. 18-0013. 

This brief is transmitted in triplicate. 

This brief contains items under the following headings as required by 37 C.F.R. 
§ 1.192 and M.P.E.P. § 1206: 



I. 


Real Party In Interest 


n 


Related Appeals and Interferences 


m. 


Status of Claims 


IV. 


Status of Amendments 


V. 


Summary of Invention 


VI. 


Issues 


vn. 


Grouping of Claims 


vm. 


Arguments 



Application No.: 09/701,910 2 Docket No.: 64098-0844 

IX. Claims Involved in the Appeal 

Appendix A Claims Involved in the Appeal 

1. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest for this appeal is Continental Teves AG & Co. OHG of 
Guerickestrasse 7, D-60488 Frankfurt, Federal Republic of Germany. A properly executed 
Assignment by the sole inventor to Continental Teves AG & Co. OHG has been recorded by the 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office at reel 011573, frame 0565. 

n. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no other appeals or interferences that will directly affect or be directly 
affected by or have a bearing on the Board's decision in this appeal. 

m. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

1. Total Number of Claims in Application 
There are 11 claims pending in application. 

2. Current Status of Claims 

1. Claims canceled: 1-11 

2. Claims withdrawn from consideration but not canceled: None 

3. Claims pending: 12-22 

4. Claims allowed: None 

5. Claims rejected: 12-22 

3. Claims On Appeal 

The claims on appeal are claims 12-22 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

The United States Patent Office mailed the first Office Action on the merits on November 
9, 2001 (paper no. 8), wherein the Examiner rejected all pending claims 12-22. Claims 12-22 
were rejected under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, because the claim phrase "damping means" 
was asserted to be non-enabling. Further, claims 12-15, 20 and 22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§112, second paragraph, because the claim phrase "a control unit damping effect or the 
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counterforce of a brake pedal" was asserted as being indefinite. Moreover, claims 12-22 were 
rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Michels and under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) 
as being anticipated by Feigel, et al. 

Appellant responded on January 4, 2002, by filing an amendment (paper no. 9) that 
amended claims 12-22. Additionally, Appellant submitted arguments distinguishing the 
invention defined by the pending claims from that taught by Michels and Feigel, et al. 

A second Office Action (paper no. 10), made final, was mailed on April 26, 2002. In this 
Office Action, the Examiner again rejected claims 12-22 under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, 
because the claim phrase "damping means" was asserted to be non-enabling. Further, claims 12- 
22 were again rejected under 35 U.S.C. §102(e) as being anticipated by Feigel, et al. 

Appellant^s representative conducted an interview with the Examiner on June 25, 2002. 
During the interview. Appellant's representative was advised to recite the phrase "brake assist 
function" in the body of the claims. At the time. Appellant's representative believed the 
Examiner wanted Appellant to ensure that the phrase "brake assist function" was included in the 
body of each independent claim, not just the preamble. 

Appellant responded by filing a Response After Final Rejection on June 26, 2002. 
Appellants addressed the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112 and submitted arguments distinguishing 
the invention defined by the pending claims from that taught by Feigel, et al. 

Appellant received an Examiner Interview Summary Record (paper no. 11) after filing 
the Amendment of June 26, 2002, which summarized the Examiner's recommendations in the 
interview of June 25, 2002. The Examiner indicated in the Examiner Interview Summary 
Record that "Applicant's representative was advised to add recitation regarding the brake assist 
function in the body of the claim." 

The Examiner responded to the Response After Final Rejection in an Advisory Action 
mailed July 29, 2002. In the Advisory Action, the Examiner merely indicated that the pending 
claims "do not incorporate the agreed upon changes from the interview of 6/25/02." 

A subsequent interview with the Examiner was held on August 28, 2002. 
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In response to the Advisory Action mailed September 29, 2002 and the subsequent 
Examiner interview. Appellant filed a Supplemental Amendment After Final on August 29, 
2002. Appellant amended claims 12 and 19-22 to add additional recitation to the phrase "brake 
assist function" in the body of the claims, as requested by the Examiner. 

The Examiner responded to the Supplemental Amendment After Final Rejection in a 
second Advisory Action mailed September 20, 2002 (paper no. 15). In the second Advisory 
Action, the Examiner indicated with respect to the amended claims that "the added recitation 
fails to define any brake assist function." 

A copy of the claims involved in the present appeal is attached hereto as Appendix A. 
The claims in Appendix A include the amendments as filed by Applicant on January 4, 2002, but 
do not include the amendments as filed on August 29, 2002. 

V. SUMMARY OF INVENTION 

Active brake force boosters are used in vehicle brake systems to shorten the stopping 
distance of the vehicle. Under certain conditions, brake force boosters may be actuated by so- 
called "brake assist systems," which improve the braking power of a vehicle driven by a less 
experienced driver to shorten the stopping distance of the vehicle in emergencies. A brake assist 
system typically includes a brake pedal travel sensor that measures the speed of depression of a 
brake pedal. When a driver hesitates after the spontaneous application of the brake pedal and 
does not dare to fully depress the pedal, the brake assist system will intervene. Typically, an 
electronic control device calculates from the speed by which the braking operation was initiated 
by the driver whether emergency braking prevails and sends a command to the booster to deliver 
the full boosting force. The result is that the vehicle is braked in a boosted manner. The above- 
described exemplar system and brake assist function are described in German patent DE 42 08 
496 CI. 

The described prior art brake assist system suffers from the disadvantage that an 
inadvertent quick application of the brake pedal may trigger independent activation of the brake 
system to augment the brake force. This may occur even when the driver applies only a small 
amount of force to the brake pedal after a relatively quick application thereof. 
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To overcome this limitation, the present invention provides a device and method for 
actuating a vehicle brake system to perform a brake assist function, which safely and 
comfortably shortens the stopping distance of the vehicle. Specifically, a vehicle brake pedal 
operating parameter indicative of the driver's input (such as brake pedal travel) is used by a 
control system to determine the required vehicle deceleration (via braking) to be effected by the 
brake system. In an embodiment of the present invention, the damping and/or counterforce 
against the brake pedal can be reduced by the control unit when the brake assist function is 
activated. The resulting actuating travel of the brake pedal, indicative of the driver's input, is 
determined by a brake pedal sensor and is then used by the control unit to determine the vehicle 
deceleration to be effected by the brake system. Because the damping effect and/or the 
counterforce against the brake pedal is reduced, the driver will depress the brake pedal further so 
that the deceleration effected by the brake system is augmented, without the control unit acting 
independently of the driver. 

In another embodiment of the present invention, the control system changes the brake 
force acting in the brake system when the brake assist function is activated in dependence on an 
operating parameter of the brake pedal, such as the actuating travel of the brake pedal, the 
actuating speed of the brake pedal and acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal. The brake 
force acting in the brake system corresponds to a ratio between the determined operating 
parameter and the deceleration to be effected by the brake system. In this embodiment, the 
counterforce and/or damping effect against the brake pedal does not change. Instead, the driver's 
input via the brake pedal is boosted so that a shortened stopping distance can be achieved when 
the brake assist function is activated. 

VL ISSUES 

In the April 26, 2002 Final Office Action, the Examiner rejected claims 12-22 under 35 
U.S.C. §112, first paragraph, because the claim term "damping means" was asserted to be non- 
enabling. Further, claims 12-22 were again rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Feigel, et al. Additionally, in the advisory action dated September 20, 2002, the 
Examiner rejected claims 12-22 because the recitation added to the claims in the Supplemental 
Amendment After Final dated August 29, 2002 "fails to define any brake assist functions." 
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Thus, the issues presented on appeal are: 

(1) whether the temn "damping means" recited in claims 12-22 is enabled under 35 
U.S.C. §112, first paragraph; 

(2) whether claims 12-22 are patentable over Feigel, et al.; 

(3) whether Examiner is required to designate the statutory basis for requiring Appellant 
to further define the phrase "brake assist function"; and 

(4) whether Appellant is required to further define the term "brake assist function" in the 

claims. 

VIL GROUPING OF CLAIMS 

For purposes of this appeal brief only, and without conceding the teachings of any prior 
art reference, claims 12-22 stand or fall together as a group. 

VIIL ARGUMENT 

1. The claim term "damping means" is enabled under 35 U.S.C. §112, first 
paragraph 

Claims 12-22 were rejected under 35 U.S.C §112, firs paragraph, as containing subject 
matter which was not described in the specification in such a way as to enable one skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and/or use the 
invention. More particularly, the Examiner indicated that the specification lacked description of 
a "damping means or method." 

The test for enablement is whether one reasonably skilled in the art could make or use the 
invention from the disclosures in the patent coupled with information known in the art without 
undue experimentation. U.S. v. Telectronics, Inc., 857 F.2d. 778 (fed. Cir. 1988). A patent need 
not teach, and preferably omits, what is well known in the art. In re Buchne, 929 F.2d. 660, 661 
(Fed. Cir. 1991). At least three factors evidence that the Applicant has provided an enabling 
disclosure include: (1) Applicant has provided considerable direction and guidance in the form 
of an exemplary method of minimizing the damping effect on a brake pedal by varying the 
hydraulic effective cross section of the brake pedal; (2) the exemplary method of minimizing the 
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damping effect on a brake pedal by varying the hydraulic effective cross section of the brake 
pedal is known in the art; and (3) there was a high level of skill in the art of brake systems at the 
time the application was filed. 

Regarding the first and second factors, the scope of the required enablement varies 
inversely with the degree of predictability involved, but even in unpredictable arts, a disclosure 
of every operable species is not required. A single embodiment may provide broad enablement 
in cases involving predictable factors, such as mechanical or electrical elements. In re Vickers, 
141 F.2d. 522 (CCPA 1944). The Examiner requested during the Examiner's interview on June 
25 that Applicant provide prior art showing that the concept of reducing the counterforce and/or 
damping effect was known in the art. Applicant submits to the Examiner U.S. Patent No. 
6,109,703 (Appendix B), which discusses a brake operation detecting unit that causes fluid 
pressure from a master cylinder in response to the braking operation to be accepted and absorbed 
by a volumetric variable chamber and simultaneously transmits proper counterforce to a brake 
pedal. See, e.g., col. 3, lines 14-21. Because, the exemplary method of varying the hydraulic 
effective cross section of a brake pedal is known in the art of brake systems, a person of ordinary 
skill in the art could make and use the claimed device without undue experimentation. 

Moreover, the second paragraph of the "Detailed Description of the Preferred 
Embodiments," on page. 4 of the specification, describes the components of brake pedal 1 as 
including a static portion (spring) and a speed-responsive portion (damping effect). Minimizing 
or reducing the damping effect on a brake pedal may be accomplished by varying the hydraulic 
effective cross section of the brake pedal, as described in the second paragraph on page 4 and 
also in the first full paragraph on page 6 of the specification. Accordingly, the claiming term 
"damping means" is enabled under 35 U.S.C. §112, first paragraph. 

2. Claims 12-22 are patentable over FeigeK et al. 

The Examiner rejected claims 12-22 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,099,086 to Feigel et al. (hereinafter "Feigel"). Firstly, the Examiner indicated 
in the Final Office Action that claims 12, 19 20 and 22 are anticipated by Feigel, because Feigel 
discloses a "counter current weighting." See Feigel, col. 4, lines 5-11. However, nowhere does 
Feigel teach, suggest or disclose a device or method for reducing a damping effect or a 
counterforce on a brake pedal, as recited by the Applicant in independent claims 12, 19, 20 and 
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22. Rather, Fiegel is clearly directed to solving the problem of signal noise in a set point 
generator for control of an electrically controlled brake system. 

More particularly, in column 1, lines 27-35 of Feigel, we read *'it is to be regarded as a 
disadvantage of the known set point generator that, particularly for exceptionally small signals, 
the random noise is in the order of magnitude of the signals and thereby distorts them." The 
paragraph goes on to state that traditional approaches for filtering noise have the associated draw 
back of negatively influencing the time response of the electronic circuits involved. 

The thrust of the Feigel patent is minimizing signal noise by utilizing multiple sensors 
and assigning weights to the output signals of multiple sensors in dependence of the output 
signals of other sensors. The Feigel patent clearly teaches that the signal to noise ration of a 
sensor output is not constant but varies throughout the range of the sensor's output signal. By 
recognizing this fact, a large weighting factor can be assigned to a signal when that signal is 
operating within a low signal to noise ratio portion of its operating range and a small weighting 
factor can be assigned to the output signal of the sensor vyhen the sensor is operating within a 
high signal to noise ratio portion of its operating range. Furthermore, the set point generator 
utilizes the output signals by weighting them in the input circuits and summing up the 
corresponding partial set points to form a composite set point. Defined in Feigel as a 
"countercurrent weighting," if a small force acts on the brake pedal, the pedal travel is dominant. 
However, as the pedal force grows, the latter is weighted more heavily. The term "weighted," as 
used in the Feigel patent, is not used in a physical sense to describe a force; rather, the term is 
used to describe a bias or assignment of additional importance to an output signal. Accordingly, 
Feigel does not teach, suggest or disclose a device or method for actuating a brake system to 
accomplish a brake assist function that reduces at least one of a damping effect or a counterforce 
on a brake pedal, as claimed by the Applicant. 

Secondly, unlike the Applicant's claimed invention as recited in amended claims 16 and 
21, nowhere does Feigel teach or suggest a device or method for changing a brake force acting in 
the system as a function of at least one of an actuating travel of a brake pedal, an actuating speed 
of the brake pedal and an acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal when a brake assist 
function is activated . Although Feigel teaches the use of brake pedal travel or position for 
control of an electrically controlled brake system, Feigel does not teach changing a brake force 
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as a function of actuating travel of the brake pedal when a brake assist function is activated . 
Moreover, nowhere does Feigel teach or suggest anything to do with a brake assist function. 

Regarding claim 21, the excerpt from the Feigel specification cited by the Examiner, 
namely column 4, lines 5-11, merely teaches a "countercurrent weighting" wherein a dominant 
signal is weighted more heavily in the generation of the setpoint signal, as described above. 

Thirdly, Feigel does not anticipate the Applicant's invention recited in the dependent 
claims. For example, regarding amended claims 13 and 15, nowhere does Feigel disclose a 
device or method for reducing a damping effect or a counterforce on a brake pedal wherein the 
damping effect and counterforce depend on at least one of the brake pedal travel, the speed of the 
brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of the brake pedal actuation. Moreover, nowhere does 
Feigel teach reducing the damping effect or counterforce when at least one of the sensed brake 
pedal travel, the speed or brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of the brake pedal actuation 
exceed a threshold value. 

Claims 12-22 are therefore patentable, and withdrawal of the § 102(e) rejection is 
respectfully requested. 

3. The Examiner is required to designate the statutory basis for requiring Appellant 
to further define the phrase "brake assist function." 

Where a claim is refused for any reason relating t6 the merits thereof it should be 
"rejected" and the ground of rejection fully and clearly stated, and the word "reject" must be 
used. The examiner should designate the statutory basis for any ground of rejection by express 
reference to a section of 35 U.S.C. in the opening sentence of each ground of rejection. If the 
claim is rejected as broader than the enabling disclosure, the reason for so holding should be 
given; if rejected as indefinite the examiner should point out wherein the indefiniteness resides; 
or if rejected as incomplete, the element or elements lacking should be specified, or the applicant 
be otherwise advised as to what the claim requires to render it complete. MPEP § 707.07(d). 

The Office Actions mailed November 9, 2001 and April 26, 2002 fully and clearly stated 
the grounds for rejecting the claims and designated the statutory basis for the grounds of 
rejection by express reference to 35 U.S.C. §§112 and 102. However, the Office Actions failed 
to specifically reject the claims under a designated statutory provision with respect to the phrase 
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"brake assist function," or otherwise express the Examiner's issue with the subject phrase. It 
was not until the Examiner Interview conducted after receipt of the final Office Action did 
Appellant first receive any notice of the Examiner's issue with the phrase "brake assist function," 
and even then it was unclear what the Examiner required. Moreover, even the Examiner 
Interview Summary Record (paper no. 11) and subsequent advisory actions failed to designate 
the statutory basis for any ground of rejection or otherwise clarify the Examiner's requirement 
that Appellant further define the phrase "brake assist function." 

4. Appellant is not required to further define the phrase "brake assist function" in the 
claims because the claims define the patentable subject matter with a reasonable 
degree of particularity and distinctness. 

MPEP § 2173.02, states that the examiner's focus during examination of claims for 
compliance with the requirement for definiteness of 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, is whether 
the claim meets the threshold requirements of clarity and precision, not whether more suitable 
language or modes of expression are available. When the examiner is satisfied that patentable 
subject matter is disclosed, and it is apparent to the examiner that the claims are directed to such 
patentable subject matter, he or she should allow claims which define the patentable subject 
matter with a reasonable degree of particularity and distinctness. Some latitude in the manner of 
expression and the aptness of terms should be permitted even though the claim language is not as 
precise as the examiner might desire. Examiners are encouraged to suggest claim language to 
applicants to improve the clarity or precision of the language used, but should not reject claims 
or insist on their own preferences if other modes of expression selected by applicants satisfy the 
statutory requirement. 

The essential inquiry pertaining to this requirement is whether the claims set out and 
circumscribe a particular subject matter with a reasonable degree of clarity and particularity. 
Definiteness of claim language must be analyzed, not in a vacuum, but in light of: 

(A) The content of the particular application disclosure; 

(B) The teachings of the prior art; and 

(C) The claim interpretation that would be given by one possessing the ordinary level of 
skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made. 



Application No.: 09/701,910 



11 



Docket No.: 64098-0844 



In reviewing a claim for compliance with 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, the examiner 
must consider the claim as a whole to determine whether the claim apprises one of ordinary skill 
in the art of its scope and, therefore, serves the notice function required by 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph. See, e.g., Solomon v. Kimberly-Clark Corp., 216 F.3d 1372, 1379, 55 USPQ2d 1279, 
1283 (Fed. Cir. 2000). See also In re Larsen, No. 01-1092 (Fed. Cir. May 9, 2001) (unpublished) 

A. The content of Appellant's disclosure clearly deHnes the phrase 
"brake assist function" with a reasonable degree of clarity and 
particularity 

The "Background of the Invention" section of Appellant's patent application, the contents 
of which are summarized above in section V of this appeal brief, clearly defines a function of a 
brake assist system. More particularly, as stated in Appellant's application: 

"When a driver hesitates after the spontaneous application of the brake pedal and 
does not dare to fully depress the pedal until response of the control of an anti- 
lock system (ABS), the brake assist system will intervene. An electronic control 
device calculates from the speed by which the braking operation was initiated by 
the driver whether emergency braking prevails and sends, by way of a magnetic 
valve, a command to the booster operating in the ON/OFF mode to deliver the 
full boosting force. The result is that the vehicle is braked in a boosted manner." 
Page 1, ^ 2 of Applicant's Specification. 

Furthermore, the phrase "brake assist function" is used throughout the "Detailed 
Description of the Preferred Embodiments" section of Appellant's specification to generally 
define the brake assist system's augmentation of the brake force acting in the brake system. For 
example, when "the brake assist function is activated, the brake force acting in the system is 
augmented...." See page 7, ^ 3 of Appellant's Specification. 

B. The teachings of the prior art support this deflnition 

As referenced in the "Background of the Invention" section of Appellant's patent 
application, the use of the phrase "brake assist function" to generally define a brake assist 
system's augmentation of the brake force acting in the brake system during certain vehicle 
operating conditions, is supported by German patent DE 42 08 496 CI, which corresponds to 
U.S. Patent No. 5,350,225. See Page 1, ^ 2 of Applicant's Specification. 
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C. 



Appellant's use of the subject claim phrase is consistent with the 
interpretation that would be given by one possessing the ordinary 
level of skill in the pertinent art at the time the invention was made. 



U.S. Patent No. 5,350,225 ("the '225 patent), which claims priority from German patent 
DE 42 08 496 CI, recites "FIGS. 2a to 2c are detailed cross-sectional views illustrating the 
function of the vacuum brake power assist unit of the braking system in accordance with FIG. 
1." U.S. Patent No. 5,350,225, col. 7, Hnes 21-24. The term "function" is clearly used in the 
above recitation from the '225 patent to describe the manner in which the brake power assist unit 
augments the brake force acting in the brake system during certain vehicle operating conditions. 
Thus, Appellants use of the phrase "brake assist function" is consistent with the interpretation 
that would be given by one possessing the ordinary level of skill in the pertinent art at the time 
the invention was made. 

Accordingly, because Appellant's claims meet the threshold requirements of clarity and 
precision required by 35 U.S.C. §112, second paragraph, Appellant should not be required to 
amend the claims to further define the phrase "brake assist function" as requested by the 
Examiner. For all the above reasons. Appellant submits that claims 12-22 are allowable and 
respectfully request that the application be allowed to pass to issue. 

IX. CLAIMS INVOLVED IN THE APPEAL 

A copy of the claims involved in the present appeal is attached hereto as Appendix A. As 

indicated above, the claims in Appendix A do include the amendments filed by Applicant on 

January 4, 2002, but do not include the amendments filed on August 29, 2002. 




Respectfully submitted. 
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APPENDIX A 

Claims Involved in the Appeal of Application Serial No. 09/701,910 

12. A device for actuating a brake system to accomplish a brake assist function, 
comprising: 

a control unit for reducing at least one of a damping effect and a counterforce on a 
brake pedal when the brake assist function is activated, 

a sensor for sensing brake pedal actuation, and 

wherein the sensed brake pedal actuation is used by the control unit to determine 
the vehicle deceleration that is to be effected by the brake system. 

13. The device as claimed in claim 12, wherein the counterforce is a function of at 
least one of brake pedal travel, the speed of brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of brake 
pedal actuation, and wherein the counterforce is reduced when at least one of the brake pedal 
travel, the speed of brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of brake pedal actuation exceeds a 
threshold value. 

14. The device as claimed in claim 12, wherein the counterforce is responsive to 
pedal travel and rises with an increasing actuating travel. 

15. The device as claimed in claim 12, wherein the damping effect depends on at least 
one of brake pedal travel, the speed of brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of brake pedal 
actuation, and wherein the damping effect is reduced when at least one of the sensed brake pedal 
travel, the speed of brake pedal actuation and the acceleration of brake pedal actuation exceeds a 
threshold value. 

16. A device for actuating a brake system to accomplish a brake assist function, 
comprising: 
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a control unit for changing a brake force acting in the system as a function of at 
least one of an actuating travel of a brake pedal as sensed by a brake pedal sensor, an actuating 
speed of the brake pedal and an acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal when the brake assist 
function is activated, and wherein the brake force acting in the system corresponds to a ratio 
between at least one of the determined actuating travel, the actuation speed and the acceleration 
of actuation of the brake pedal, and a vehicle deceleration to be effected by the brake system. 

17. The device as claimed in claim 16, wherein the brake force acting in the system is 
augmented with a rising actuating travel, a rising actuating speed, or a rising acceleration of 
actuation. 

18. The device as claimed in claim 16, wherein the brake force acting in the system is 
reduced continuously to a normal brake force when the actuating travel decreases. 

19. A device for actuating a vehicle brake system to accomplish a brake assist 
function, comprising: 

a control unit for reducing at least one of a damping effect and a counterforce on a 
brake pedal when the brake assist function is activated, 

a sensor for detecting brake pedal actuation, wherein the control unit is coupled to 
the sensor for determining the vehicle deceleration to be effected by the brake system, and 
wherein the control unit changes a brake force acting in the brake system depending on at least 
one of an actuating travel, an actuating speed and an acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal 
when the brake assist function is activated, the brake force acting in the system corresponding to 
a ratio between at least one of the actuating travel, the actuating speed and the acceleration of 
actuation of the brake pedal, and the deceleration to be effected by the brake system. 

20. A method for actuating a vehicle brake system to accomplish a brake assist 
function, comprising the steps of: 

reducing at least one of a damping effect and a counterforce on a brake pedal . 
when the brake assist function is activated, and 

determining the vehicle deceleration which is to be effected by the brake system 
as a function of brake pedal actuation. 
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21. A method for actuating a vehicle brake system to accomplish a brake assist 
function, comprising the steps of: 

changing a brake force acting in the system as a function of at least one of : 

i. an actuating travel of a brake pedal, 

ii. an actuating speed of the brake pedal and, 

iii. an acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal when the brake assist 
function is activated, and 

wherein the brake force acting in the system corresponds to a ratio between at 
least one of the actuating travel, the actuating speed and the acceleration of actuation of the brake 
pedal, and a vehicle deceleration to be effected by the brake system. 

22. A method for actuating a vehicle brake system to accomplish a brake assist 
function, comprising the steps of: 

reducing at least one of a damping effect and a counterforce on a brake pedal 
when the brake assist function is activated, 

determining the vehicle deceleration that is to be effected by the brake system as a 
function of brake pedal actuation, and 

changing a brake force acting in the system depending on at least one of 
actuating travel, actuating speed and acceleration of actuation of the brake pedal when the brake 
assist function is activated, wherein the brake force acting in the system corresponds to a ratio 
between at least one of the actuating travel, the actuating speed and the acceleration of actuation 
of the brake pedal, and a vehicle deceleration to be effected by the brake system. 



